Is the euro advantageous? Does it foster European feelings? Europeans on the euro after five years by Lars Jonung & Cristina Conflitti
E U R O P E A N   C O MMI S S I O N
I s   t h e   e u r o   a d v a n t a g e o u s ?
  D o e s   i t   f o s t e r   E u r o p e a n   f e e l i n g s ?
E u r o p e a n s   o n   t h e   e u r o   a f t e r   f i v e   y e a r s
L a r s   J o n u n g   a n d   C r i s t i n a   C o n f l i t t i
  E c o n o mi c   P a p e r s     3 1 3 |   Ma r c h   2 0 0 8
E U R OP E A N  
E CON OMY 
Economic Papers are written by the Staff of the Directorate-General for Economic and Financial 
Affairs, or by experts working in association with them. The Papers are intended to increase awareness 
of the technical work being done by staff and to seek comments and suggestions for further analysis. 
The views expressed are the author’s alone and do not necessarily correspond to those of the European 
Commission. Comments and enquiries should be addressed to: 
 
European Commission 





























This paper exists in English only and can be downloaded from the website 
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications  
 
A great deal of additional information is available on the Internet. It can be accessed through the 











© European Communities, 2008 
   1
Is the euro advantageous? Does it foster European feelings? 
Europeans on the euro after five years 
 





The introduction of the euro as a currency in physical existence in January 2002 was a major step in 
the European integration process. The purpose of this paper is to explore how a representative 
selection of 12 000 Europeans across all countries in the euro area view the effects of the euro five 
years after its introduction. The empirical analysis uses multinomial logistic regressions to explore the 
responses to two questions from the Flash Eurobarometer survey conducted in September 2006. The 
first question asked if the adoption of the euro was advantageous overall or not. The second one asked 
if using the euro had made you personally feel a little more European than before or not.  
 
At the aggregate country level, close to a majority perceived the euro as advantageous overall, while 
about a fifth of the respondents replied that their European identity was strengthened by the euro. At 
the disaggregated level two major findings emerge. First, there are substantial differences across 
member states in the euro area with respect to the perceived effects of the introduction of the euro. 
Second, by means of a set of statistical tests we find significant differences across individual socio-
demographic groups within the euro-area countries. Men are more positive towards the single currency 
than women. More men than women also feel more European since the introduction of the euro. 
Attitudes towards the euro and the feeling of being European are positively related to the respondents’ 
level of education. Age, occupation and locality also have a bearing.  
 
Those who view the euro as advantageous overall stress that it has made it less costly to travel and 
easier to compare prices. Those who regard the euro as disadvantageous overall do so on the basis of 
the argument that it has caused prices to increase. Attitudes towards the euro appear to be primarily 
based on the daily experience of shopping and travelling, not on considerations of growth and 
employment. 
 
Our individual-level findings are consistent with those of earlier studies concerning determinants of 
public attitudes towards the single currency and European economic integration. However, it remains 
a formidable task to explain, using economic and political theory, the wide differences in public 
attitudes towards the effects of the euro within and across euro-area countries. 
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logistic regression. 
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The introduction of the euro as the single currency of the Economic and Monetary Union is 
one of the most far-reaching steps undertaken to promote European integration and unity. At 
the time of writing, 15 European Union countries (the euro-area members) had adopted the 
single currency, 12 of them having used the euro in their daily life since January 2002.
2 
 
The purpose of this report is to analyse two issues: first, whether Europeans believe that the 
adoption of the euro has been advantageous to them, and second, whether using the euro in 
their daily life has made them feel more European than they did before. The analysis is based 
on an opinion poll carried out explicitly to survey attitudes towards the euro five years after 
its introduction. 
 
This study is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the data used. Section 3 discusses 
what results can be expected judging from previous research. Section 4 summarizes the 
opinion poll at the aggregate country level. Section 5, the main section, presents an 
econometric analysis using individual-level data, based on a breakdown of the respondents 
into various groups. Section 6 presents the main motives behind the respondents’ answers. 
Section 7 concludes. 
 
 
2. Data  
 
The data source for this study is Flash Eurobarometer 193 of September 2006.
3 The survey 
was mainly carried out by telephone. It covered over 12  000 randomly selected citizens 
(around 1 000 for each country in the euro area up to 2006: Austria (AT), Belgium (BE), 
Finland (FI), France (FR), Germany (DE), Greece (EL), Ireland (IE), Italy (IT), Luxembourg 
                                                 
1 We have received constructive comments from Stefan Appel, Pietro Biroli, Heidi Cigan, Björn 
Döhring, Roberta Friz, Staffan Lindén, David Veredas and Clara Zverina. Sophie Bland has given us 
linguistic guidence. 
2 Slovenia, which introduced the euro in January 2007, is not included in our analysis. 
3 The survey was conducted on behalf of the European Commission as part of the regular Flash 
Eurobarometer. See European Commission (2006).   3
(LU), the Netherlands (NL), Portugal (PT) and Spain (ES). To get a representative sampling, 
the replies were post-stratified.
4 
 
We focus on the answers to two questions, question 14 and question 17, which asked 
respondents in each euro-area member country about their opinion of the consequences of the 
euro and how the introduction of the euro has influenced their feeling of being European. The 
first question was framed as "In your opinion, is the adoption of the euro advantageous 
overall and will strengthen us for the future, or rather the opposite, disadvantageous overall 
and will weaken us? The second question was phrased as "Since using the euro, do you 
personally feel a little more European than before, a little less or would you say that your 
feeling of being European has not changed?"  See Table 1 for the exact reply alternatives to 
each question. 
 
The dataset allows for a breakdown of the respondents into the following socio-demographic 
groups: sex, age (15-24, 25-39, 40-54, over 55), level of education  (finished full-time 
education at 15, at between 16 and 20, at over 20, still in education), occupation (self-
employed, employee, manual worker, not employed)
5, and locality (metropolitan zone, other 
town/urban centre, rural zone). We will use these five socio-demographic characteristics as 
explanatory variables in our empirical work. 
 
 
3. What do we expect to find?  
 
A number of studies using opinion poll data has examined the determinants of public attitudes 
towards the euro and towards European integration. These studies are based on either 
individual-level or country-level data. A set of common results emerge from the individual-
based research as summarized below.
6 
                                                 
4 Post-stratification is a technique used in sample surveys to improve the degree of representativeness. 
From a statistical point of view, it improves the precision and the efficiency of the estimators. Survey 
weights are adjusted to force the estimated numbers of units in each of a set of cells to be equal to 
known population totals. 
5 Self-employed includes inter alia farmers, professionals and managers; employee includes inter alia 
middle management, civil servants and office clerks; manual workers includes inter alia supervisors 
and unskilled manual workers, and not working includes inter alia students, retired people, and job  
seekers. 
6 This summary is based on section 4.3 in Jonung and Vlachos (2007).    4
 
Sex: Many studies adopt sex as a control variable, usually finding a significant effect. As a 
rule, men are more positive towards the euro than women. Hardly any convincing economic 
reasons for this sex effect have been established so far in spite of its significance. A large 
literature in psychology and sociology has documented fundamental differences between the 
two genders in preferences. This literature indicates that women are more risk adverse than 
men, that there are gender differences in social preferences




Age: Age is a standard control variable. However, no systematic pattern emerges in the bulk 
of empirical studies. It has been argued that older respondents may have a more marked 
preference for the single currency than younger respondents because they remember the 
devastation of World War II. Thus, they may view the euro as a guarantee of peace in Europe, 
a new currency that might prevent wars in the future. On the other hand, older people may 
find adjusting to a new currency more difficult than younger people, making them more 
critical of the euro.  
 
Education: The level of education is commonly a significant variable in empirical work, 
showing that support for the euro increases with the level of education. A common 
explanation for this pattern is that individuals with higher education are able to benefit 
economically more from the market opportunities created by the euro through trade, finance 
and labour mobility than individuals with lower education. Education may also serve as a 
proxy for access to information. Those who are well informed about the EU and the euro are 
commonly more positive towards the single currency.  
 
Occupation and income: Citizens with high occupational skills and thus with high incomes 
are usually more in favour of the euro than those with low skills and low incomes. The first 
group is likely to gain more from a monetary union with free movement of capital and labour 
                                                 
7 Social preferences may influence the labour market in a number of ways. Social preferences 
determine what type of jobs individuals choose as they are trading off income and other attributes of 
jobs. Social preferences are modelled in economics in the form of altruism, inequality-aversion or 
reciprocity. See Croson and Gneezy (2004). 
8 Anecdotal evidence suggests that women are more reluctant than men to engage in competitive 
interactions like tournaments and bargaining. See Croson and Gneezy (2004).   5
across borders than the second group. Empirical studies also conclude that the unemployed 
are usually less in favour of the euro than those in employment.  
 
Locality: Respondents living in urban areas are as a rule found to be more positive towards 
the euro and European integration than those living in rural areas. Urban areas are likely to 
benefit more from the effects of increased economic integration than rural areas. 
 
Other factors: The design of the Flash Eurobarometer restricts our choice of background 
variables to sex, age, education, occupation and locality. However, studies using larger 
databases demonstrate that public attitudes are affected by additional characteristics like 
personal income and wealth, political outlook, support for the national government, the extent 
of knowledge about the euro and EU, etc.
9 Our limited dataset means that we cannot assess 
the impact of these "other factors", though we note that they may influence respondents’ 
replies.  
 
Judging from the literature on public attitudes towards the single currency, we expect more 
men than women to find the euro advantageous overall. We do not expect any systematic 
pattern with respect to age. The share of those viewing the euro as advantageous is expected 
to be higher among well-educated respondents than among those with lower levels of 
education. The same holds for self-employed and employees compared to manual workers 
and unemployed respondents. Respondents in urban and metropolitan areas are likely to be 
more in favour of the euro than respondents in rural areas.  
 
Concerning the effects of the euro on feeling European, the literature gives no firm hints as to 
what we can expect. Most likely the patterns expected above for the five characteristics will 
emerge in the answers to the question about European identity. Finally, we do not expect the 
determinants of the attitudes towards the euro to be identical across all euro-area member 
states. National factors will likely matter.  
                                                 
9 See the review of the literature in Jonung and Vlachos (2007). Anderson and Reichert (1996), 
Banducci, Karp and Loedel (2003), Gabel (1998), Gärtner (1997) and Insengard and Schneider (2006) 
are examples of studies of public attitudes towards the euro.    6
4. A look at the country level  
 
An inspection of the replies to question 14, see Chart 1, reveals marked differences across 
countries and across groups in every country. At the euro-area level the adoption of the euro 
is positively perceived by 48 % of the respondents, with most euro-area countries finding it 
advantageous. Exceptions are Greece (38 %), Italy (41.4 %) and the Netherlands (38.4 %), 
where most respondents considered it disadvantageous. Germany is a case in-between, with 
only a 2-percentage-point difference between the advantageous (46 %) and the 
disadvantageous (44 %) category. 
 
An analysis of the socio-demographic variables at the euro-area level, see Table 2, shows that 
more men than women, more young (15-24 years old) than older respondents view the 
adoption of the euro as advantageous, more respondents still in education and who stayed in 
education until at least 20 years of age than the less educated, more self-employed and 
employed compared to manual workers, and more of those living in metropolitan areas and 
towns than those living in rural areas.
10 Summary statistics of the background variables for 
the euro area are also displayed in Table 3.  
 
At the country level, more men than women generally perceive the introduction of the euro as 
advantageous. The same holds for respondents with a high education level, who live in urban 
centres and are employed. Only in Ireland and Luxembourg, however, do older respondents 
view the euro as advantageous overall. (Table A1 and A2 in Appendix A). 
 
Examining the three countries where a majority of the respondents find the euro 
disadvantageous overall (Greece, Italy and the Netherlands), we see that the categories which 
hold relatively the most negative attitude towards the euro are women, respondents with a low 
education level, manual workers, those aged 25-54 and respondents living in rural areas and 
towns. (Tables A3 and A4 in Appendix A). 
 
Question 17 about whether or not using the euro as the daily currency has increased the 
feeling of being European (see the exact wording in Table 1) reveals that the impact of the 
single currency on European identity is mostly considered ‘not influential’: more than 
                                                 
10 Relative comparison within categories of each group.   7
two-thirds of the respondents (77.9 %) answer that there has been no change in their feeling 
of being European. The share of respondents giving this answer is particularly high in Austria, 
Belgium, Finland, Germany, Greece and the Netherlands. Chart 2 demonstrates that Ireland is 
a clear exception: most of the Irish respondents feel a little more European since using the 
euro (64.4 %) while only 26.2 % answered nothing has changed. 
 
Considering the socio-demographic variables, Table A5 and A6 in Appendix A demonstrate 
that women feel less affected by the euro and perceive less change in their European identity 
as a result of its introduction. The answers are even more clear-cut by age, with young 
respondents stating that they do not consider using the euro to have changed their European 
identity. This may partially be explained by the fact that many of them have little or no 
experience of using the old national currencies as well as the euro. Respondents with a low 
educational level and manual workers/unemployed do not feel more European as a result of 
using the euro, and nor do respondents living in rural areas. As noted above, the euro has had 
a stronger effect on feelings of Europeanness in Ireland than in any other country. This holds 
in particular for men, older respondents, highly educated people, employed and self-employed 
people and respondents living in metropolitan areas. (Table A7 in Appendix A).  
 
 
5. Econometric analysis of individual-level data 
 
Our inspection of the data above reveals differences in the responses of various socio-
demographic groups at the aggregate level across the euro area. In order to pursue the analysis 
at the individual level, we now take two steps.
11  
 
First, we conduct both chi-square and ANOVA tests.
12 Second, we run multinomial logistic 
regressions to further investigate the relationship between the dependent variables, which are 
the replies to the two questions displayed in Table 1 and our socio-demographic variables.  
 
Table 4 and 5 report the χ
2  for all the independent variables, as well as ANOVA tests for the 
responses to each question separately and sex, age, education level, occupation and locality.
13 
                                                 
11 See also the summary statistics for the variables used in our study in Table 3.  
12 Agresti (2002) and Greene (2003).   8
These tests
14 reveal potential effects of the independent on the dependent variables. In this 
way, we asses whether there is a significant difference between the groups being compared 
overall. The results reported in Table 4 (chi-squared column) show that the perception of 
whether the euro is advantageous or disadvantageous (question 14) is related to all the socio-
demographic variables for most of the euro-area members. The exceptions where the chi-
square test was not significant were for occupation in Germany and Ireland and for locality in 
most of the countries.  
 
In addition, Table 4 demonstrates that men regard the euro as being more advantageous than 
women in all 12 countries of the monetary union. A larger share of young respondents 
perceives the euro as advantageous than older respondents. The exception here is 
Luxembourg, where older respondents are more positive than young ones. The employed and 
self-employed generally hold a positive view of the effects of the euro while in most euro-
area countries respondents with low educational levels and those living in rural areas regard 
the euro as having had a negative effect. 
 
Concerning the effect of the euro on feeling more European after the euro adoption, see 
question 17 in Table 1. Table 5 demonstrates that the χ
2  test is significant for sex in 7 
countries out of 12, education is always significant and locality is significant in all member 
countries except Germany, Greece, Luxembourg and Spain. Occupation is significant for 
Austria, Italy, the Netherlands and Spain. The analysis of variance shows that the euro has 
made more men than women feel more European. The same effect is found for well-educated 
respondents and respondents living in metropolitan areas.  
 
                                                                                                                                                          
13 The chi square test is a standard test to examine relationships between categorical variables. It is 
used to determine whether a relationship between two categorical variables in a sample is likely to 
reflect a real association between these two variables in the population. 
14 ANOVA is adopted when analysing relationships between a categorical independent variable and a 
normally distributed interval dependent variable. It is a test of the difference in the means of the 
dependent variable broken down by the level of the independent. The key statistic in ANOVA is the F-
test of difference of group means, testing if the means of the groups of the independent variables are 
different enough not to have occurred by chance. If the group means do not differ significantly then it 
is inferred that the independent variable(s) do not have an effect on the dependent variable. For the 
ANOVA results reported in Table 3 and 4 we have adopted the Levene homogeneity test and the post 
hoc test in SPSS.  
   9
Let us now turn to the regression analysis.
15 Questions about attitudes in public opinion 
surveys with multiple response alternatives often take the form of Likert-type scales, for 
example a scale like 'strongly agree,' 'agree,' 'undecided,' 'disagree,' and 'strongly disagree', or 
ordered categories such as 'never, sometimes, and always'. In other multiple-response polls, 
the categories of the dependent variable can be discrete, nominal or unordered. In these cases, 




In the Eurobarometer survey we are examining, the dependent variable in each of the 
questions is unordered, see Table 1. Thus, we adopt a multinomial logistic regression.
17 This 
model estimation compares multiple groups through a combination of binary logistic 
regressions. The data for each individual, i, in our two regressions consist of the following 
variables: 
First regression based on question 14 in Table 1: 
-  Is the adoption of the euro (Y): (1) disadvantageous overall, (2) neither one or the 
other, no change, (3) DK/NA,
18 (4) advantageous overall; 
-  Regressors (X): sex, age, level of education, occupation and locality. 
Second regression based on question 17 in Table 1: 
-  Feeling European (Y): (1) a little less European, (2) nothing has changed, (3) DK/NA, 
(4) a little more European; 
-  Regressors (X): sex, age, level of education, occupation and locality. 
 
The estimated equation is the following: 































                                                 
15 The multinomial logistic regression model is one type of discrete outcome or qualitative response 
models useful to study for a dependent variable that indicates in which one of the m  mutually 
exclusive categories the outcome of interest falls. These models adopt the maximum likelihood 
estimation method. This method requires assumptions about the probability distribution function. 
Logit and logistic models use the standard logistic probability distributions.  
16 See for example Jupille and Leblang (2007) studying the Danish and Swedish euro referenda for 
such an application. 
17 Borooah (2001), Futing (1994), Cameron and Trivedi (2005). 
18 DK/NA stands for don't know/no answer.   10
The betas have two subscripts, k to distinguish the five x variables, and j to distinguish the 
four response categories. 
 
The coefficients in the logistic regression are in terms of the log-odds units (logit). The 
parameter estimates are calculated relative to the reference category and the interpretation for 
a multinomial model is relative to the reference category.
19 Other useful results of the 
multinomial logistic model come from the "marginal effects" on the choice probabilities of a 
change in the regressor for a given individual.
20 As demonstrated in Chart 1, the advantageous 
and disadvantageous answers have bigger shares than those of the other response categories. 
Thus, we consider them as the main answers. Hence, the results of the first multinomial 
logistic regression are explained only for these two replies. 
 
Our results are summarized in Table 6 and Table 7. The first model refers to those countries 
with a higher percentage of positive view of the effects of the euro: here disadvantageous 
overall serves as the reference category. The second model refers to Greece, Italy and the 
Netherlands where more respondents thought that the euro had negative than positive effects: 
now advantageous overall serves as the reference category. The coefficients shown in Table 6 
and 7 represent marginal effects. In Table 6 for example, the estimate of 0.529 means that 
respondents in that group are more likely to be in the advantageous category relative to the 
reference group (disadvantageous overall). On the other hand in Table 7, a coefficient of -
0.845 means that respondents are less likely to choose the disadvantageous reply relative to 
the reference category (advantageous overall). 
                                                 
19 The reference category refers to the dependent variable and it is usually the last or modal category. 
The choice of the reference category is irrelevant for the estimation. It is up to the researcher to decide 
on the reference category. The model pairs each response category with the chosen reference category. 
20 In the statistics literature a common interpretation of the coefficients is in terms of marginal effects 
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. This expression refers to a particular response category. From 
the sign of the betas we can infer the direction of change in the risk ratio; the relative probability of 
Yi= j increases if the beta coefficient is larger than zero and decreases if beta is less than zero. 
However, the direction of a change in the probability of observing a certain outcome cannot be 
inferred from the sign of beta. The reason is that in a multinomial model a change in the value of a 
variable for a particular person affects the probability of every outcome. Since these probabilities are 
constrained to sum to unity, whether one probability goes up or down depends upon the effects on 
other probabilities; therefore it does not depend only upon the sign of β. See Borooah (2001), Cameron 
and Trivedi (2005).   11
In general, our results are consistent with the results found previously. As Table 6 shows, men 
were more likely to be in the advantageous category than in the disadvantageous one (except 
in Ireland and Luxembourg).
21 In most cases "respondents between the ages of 25 and 54" are 
less likely to be in the advantageous than in the disadvantageous group.
22 In all countries, the 
educational category "left education at 15 or before" shows negative significant coefficients 
confirming that respondents with high education are more in favour of the euro. 
 
On the other hand, Table 7 shows that the "male" category has negative significant 
coefficients, while "low education level" (for the 3 countries) and respondents "living in 
metropolitan areas or towns" have positively significant coefficients (for the Netherlands). 
These results are in line with previous results: men are usually more in favour of the euro, 
low-educational-level respondents are less in favour, metropolitan areas and towns are usually 




The second multinomial logistic regression, based on the replies to question 17, is estimated 
for all the countries which reported your feeling of being European has not changed by the 
euro as the largest share of total responses, here using as the reference category feel a little 
more European. On the other hand, for Ireland where the majority share of the respondents 
answered feel a little more European, the estimation was conducted using has not changed as 
the reference category. The results are presented in Table 8 and Table 9. As before, the 
coefficients represent marginal effects.  
 
Table 8 illustrates that men were less likely to be in the category has not changed than in a 
little more European.
24 In Spain, France, Luxembourg and the Netherlands young respondents 
(15-39 years old) were more likely to answer that nothing has changed. In all countries, 
except for Greece and Austria, respondents with low education were more likely to answer 
nothing has changed.
25 In Belgium, Germany, France, Italy, the Netherlands and Finland 
                                                 
21 Coefficients have positive sign. 
22 Coefficients have negative sign. 
23 These socio-demographic characteristics are also associated with the determinants of inflation 
perceptions in the EU. Higher perceptions of inflation are found for women, unemployed and less 
educated individuals. See Del Giovane, Fabiani and Sabbatini (2007). 
24 Coefficients have negative sign. 
25 Coefficients have a positive sign.   12
respondents living in metropolitan areas and towns were less likely to reply nothing has 
changed. 
 
Table 9, which displays the regression results for Ireland only, shows that men were more 
likely to be in the category a little more European than in the category nothing has changed. 
Respondents with a low level of education and living in metropolitan areas were less likely to 
be in the little more European category than in the reference category (nothing has changed). 
 
Following the individual country analysis, the same multinomial logistic regressions are made 
for the euro-area aggregate.
26 For these estimations, we use a pooled multinomial logistic 
model. The results, summarized in Table 10 and Table 11, show all the variables in both the 
regressions to be significant, i.e. at least one of the categories of each predictor variable has an 
impact on the probability of a certain answer to question 14 and question 17. The significance 
of the coefficients and their signs are commonly in line with previous outcomes. Men were 
more likely to be in advantageous overall than in the disadvantageous category and were less 
likely to be in the nothing has changed group than in the a little more European one after 
using the euro; older respondents, manual workers and respondents with low education were 
less likely to be in the advantageous group than in the disadvantageous group; young and 
low/medium-educated respondents were more likely to be in the nothing has changed than in 
the feel a little more European category.
27  
 
Considering the coefficients related to the country dummies, Table 10 demonstrates that 
Austria, Finland, Ireland and Luxembourg show higher positive significant coefficients. This 
means that these four countries were more likely to be in the advantageous overall category 
than in the disadvantageous one. This is consistent with the picture in Chart 1, where these 
countries have the highest percentage for the answer advantageous overall. In Table 11, 
Ireland and Italy show positive significant coefficients, i.e. they were more likely to be in the 
a little more European than in the nothing has changed group after using the euro. This is 
                                                 
26 Different weights were used for the country analysis estimation and for the euro-area level 
estimation. 
27 Using primarily country level data, not individual data, from the Standard Eurobarometer surveys 
for 1999-2005, Deroose, Hodson and Kuhlmann (2007) discuss the determinants of the legitimacy of 
the euro. Their conclusions are consistent with our findings although they do not use a breakdown of 
the respondents into different socioeconomic and demographic categories as we do.   13
consistent with Chart 2, where Ireland and Italy are the two countries with the highest 
percentage in the category a little more European.  
 
Next, we pursue the analysis further by calculating the marginal effects. For the euro-area 
models, we present the marginal effects of the multinomial logistic regressions in Table 12 
and Table 13. In Table 12 the marginal effects of country dummies indicate that respondents 
in Austria, Finland, Ireland and Luxembourg have a more positive perception of the euro than 
respondents in Germany. On the other hand, Greece and the Netherlands have a more 
negative perception than Germany. Table 13 shows that Ireland and Italy have a higher level 
of feeling European than Germany; other countries do not show a marked difference in the 
marginal effect compared to Germany.  
 
The coefficients in Table 12 and 13 can be interpreted as the probability of giving a certain 
reply. Thus an estimate of 0.287 for Ireland in Table 12 (see the country dummies) implies 
that the Irish respondents are 28.7 per cent more likely to answer that the euro is 
advantageous than the German respondents. Similar, in Table 13 the country dummy for 
Ireland of 0.514 suggests that the Irish respondents are 51.4 per cent more likely than the 
German respondents to answer that they feel a little more European a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  
introduction of the euro. 
 
 
6. Motives behind the perception of the euro 
 
In the sections above, we have shown how the effects of the euro are perceived by 
respondents across the euro area. We do not know, however, the underlying determinants of 
their attitudes towards the euro. Most importantly, we do not know which factors make the 
public view the euro as advantageous or disadvantageous. With the aim of achieving a better 
understanding of these determinants, we explore the answers to two additional questions in 
the survey. 
 
Those respondents who answered advantageous overall (see question 14 in Table 1), were 
asked the following question: In your opinion, which are the main advantages of the adoption 
of the euro for your country? Respondents could give spontaneous answers. These replies   14
were then coded by the interviewer and grouped into eight groups (Travels abroad less costly 
and easier, easier to compare prices, lower interest rates and lower debt-servicing charges, 
sounder public finances, more stable prices, reinforces the place of Europe in the world, 
improvement of growth and employment and finally other). 
 
Respondents who answered disadvantageous overall (see question 14 in Table 1), were 
asked: In your opinion, what are the main disadvantages of the adoption of the euro for your 
country? Here too, respondents could give spontaneous answers. Their replies were coded by 
the interviewer and grouped into eight categories (Price increases, loss of sovereignty, more 
unemployment and less growth, complicates everyday life, generates too-low interest rates, 
too rigid for public spending, loss of competitiveness and other). 
 
We report a summary of the motives for the advantages and disadvantages of the euro in 
Table 14 and Table 15.  
 
As the main advantages, measured as the replies with the highest percentage, respondents 
replied travel abroad less costly and easier, easier to compare prices, reinforces the place of 
Europe in the world and more stable prices. Most of those who answered that travel is less 
costly and that it is easier to travel abroad were men, older than 55, who were in full-time 
education until 16-20 years of age, living in urban areas and not working. Those who 
answered as an advantage that it is easier to compare prices, were primarily men, 40-54 years 
old, educated beyond the age of 20, living in rural areas and not working. For the answer 
reinforce the place of Europe in the world, respondents were men, 40-54 years old, educated 
beyond the age of 20, living in urban areas and not working. Finally, those who replied prices 
are more stable were also men, 40-54 years old, educated beyond the age of 20, living in 
urban areas and employed.
28 
 
As the main disadvantages (replies with the highest percentage in Table 15), respondents 
answered price increases, complicates everyday life and more unemployment and less growth. 
Most of those who gave at least one of these three replies were women, older than 55, who 
had been in full-time education until the age of 16-20, living in rural areas and not working.
29 
                                                 
28 For more details, see Table 14. 
29 For more details, see Table 15.   15
We conclude that there is a clear difference between men and women in the evaluation of the 
costs and benefits of the euro. Women reply that price increases are the main motive for 
viewing the euro as disadvantageous. This is consistent with the finding that women have 
higher perceptions of inflation than men in many euro-area countries. Table 14 and Table 15 
also suggest that the daily life experience of individuals of shopping and travelling (like less 
costly to travel abroad and easier to compare prices) predominate over perceived 





7. Conclusions  
 
The euro was introduced physically in January 2002 in 12 EU member states. How did 
Europeans view the euro five years after its introduction? We arrive at an answer to this 
question by exploring how a representative selection of 12 000 Europeans across all countries 
in the euro area viewed the effects of the euro in 2006. Our empirical analysis is based on two 
questions included in the Flash Eurobarometer survey of September 2006. The first question 
asked respondents if the adoption of the euro was advantageous overall or not. The second 
one asked if using the euro had made the respondents personally feel a little more European 
than before or not.  
 
At the euro-area level, close to a majority perceived the euro as advantageous overall, while 
about a fifth of the respondents replied that their European identity was strengthened by the 
euro. Ireland is an exception. Here the largest share of respondents replied that the euro was 
advantageous overall and that they felt a little more European. Judging from the data, the 
respondents had a more favourable opinion about the overall effects of the euro than about the 
effect of the euro on their European identity.  
 
At the disaggregated level two major findings emerge. First, there are substantial differences 
across member states in the euro area concerning the perceived effects of the euro. Second, 
our statistical tests show significant differences at the individual level across socio-
                                                 
30 Additional analysis of the answers displayed in Table 14 and 15 may be undertaken. At this stage, 
however, we are not pursuing this line of work.   16
demographic groups. Men are more positive regarding the impact of new currency than 
women. They also feel more European since the introduction of the euro. Attitudes towards 
the euro and the feeling of being European are also positively related to the level of education 
of the respondents. Age and occupation are not strongly related to opinions towards the euro 
and its impact on European identity. The same holds for locality at the country level. On the 
other hand, at euro-area-aggregate level, locality exerts a strong influence on attitudes towards 
the euro; respondents living in metropolitan areas and towns are more in favour of the euro 
than inhabitants of rural areas. 
 
Our database also permits an examination of the main arguments used by the respondents to 
motivate their views on the advantages and disadvantages of the single currency. Those who 
view the euro as advantageous overall do so on the basis that the euro has made it less costly 
to travel and easier to compare prices. They are primarily men with higher education. Those 
who regard the euro as disadvantageous overall do so on the basis that the euro has caused 
prices to increase. The attitudes towards the euro appear to be based primarily on daily life 
experience in shopping and travelling rather than on macroeconomic considerations relating 
to growth and employment. 
 
Our individual-level findings are consistent with those of earlier studies concerning 
determinants of public attitudes towards the euro and European economic integration. Here 
too, sex and education stand out as strongly related to the public's attitudes towards the euro. 
There still remains the formidable task of explaining, using economic and political theories, 
the wide differences in European attitudes towards the effects of the euro across societies and 
countries. These differences in attitude are likely to present a challenge for policy-makers in 
the euro area.  
 
   17
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Table 1. The effects of the euro. Two questions in the Flash Eurobarometer 2006 
 
Question 14: In your opinion, is the adoption of the euro advantageous overall and will 





Disadvantageous overall (1) 
Neither one or the other, no change(2) 
Do not know/No answer (3) 
 
Question 17: Since using the euro, do you personally feel a little more European than before, 
a little less or would you say that your feeling of being European has not changed? 
 
A little more European (4) 
A little less European (1) 
Nothing has changed (2) 
Do not know/No answer (3) 
 
Comment: The code in parenthesis refers to the coding used in SPSS for all estimation. 
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Table 2. The adoption of the euro: Replies across sex, age, education, occupation and locality in the euro area, per cent  
  Advantageous overall Disadvantageous 
overall 
Neither one or the 
other. no change 
Don’t know/no 
answer 
Sex   
Male  56 30.8 7.3 5.9
Female   40.5 43.7 7.3 8.5
Age        
15-24 years  60.4 29.6 6.8 3.2
25-39 years  50.8 37.1 6.6 5.4
40-54 years  45.4 40.2 7.4 7
+55 years  43.1 38.8  7.8 10.3
Education (end of)         
Still in  63.2 29.2 3.9 3.7
Less than 15  31.9 50.5 7.6 10
16-20 years  43.9 41 7.9 7.2
+20 years  61.5 25.6 7.5 5.4
Occupation      
Not working  44.5 41 6.4 8.1
Manual worker  38.2 44.6 9.4 7.8
Self-employed  51.9 34.2 8.8 5.1
Employed  54.6 31.3 7.8 6.3
Locality        
Metropolitan area   54.1 31.5 8.4 6
Other town  49.7 36.1 7.4 6.8
Rural zone  43.8 41.5  6.6 8.1
 
Source: Flash Eurobarometer 193, European Commission (2006). 
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Table 3. Summary statistics for the euro area. 12 078 observations 
 
Independent variables  Mean  S.D. 
Sex    
Male 0.48  0.49 
Female   0.52  0.49 
Age    
15-24 years  0.14  0.36 
25-39 years  0.22  0.42 
40-54 years  0.29  0.45 
+55 years  0.34  0.47 
Education (end of)    
Still in  0.10  0.30 
Less than 15  0.19  0.39 
16-20 years  0.42  0.49 
+20 years  0.28  0.45 
Occupation    
Not working  0.50  0.50 
Manual worker  0.08  0.27 
Self-employed 0.09  0.29 
Employed 0.32  0.47 
Locality    
Metropolitan area   0.20  0.40 
Other town  0.38  0.48 
Rural zone  0.41  0.49 
 
 
Comment: The means of the variables correspond to the shares of these categories in overall answers to 
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Table 4. Is the adoption of the euro advantageous overall…? χ
2  and ANOVA tests for euro-area countries 
Country  χ
2
  ANOVA overall 
  Sex  Age  Education  Occupation *  Locality ** 
Austria  All independent variables 
are significant except 
locality 
 
Men> Women   15-24 >55+   less 15<all the other categories; 
16-20 <20+ and still in edu  
MW <all the other 
categories  
- 
Belgium  All independent variables 
are significant except 
locality 
 
Men> Women  15-24 >40-54 and 55+ ; 
25-39 > 40-54 and 55+ 
Less 15<20+ and still in edu; 
16-20<20+ and still in edu 
 
EM>MA and NW   ME > RZ  
Finland  All independent variables 
are significant 
 
Men> Women  55+< all the other categories  less 15 <all the other 
categories; 
16-20 <20+ and still in edu 
NW <SE and EM   ME < OT and RZ  
France  All independent variables 
are significant 
 
Men> Women  15-24 >40-54 and 55+; 
25-39 > 55+ 
less 15 < all the other 
categories; 
16-20 <20+ and still in edu 
EM >MW and NW   RZ <ME and OT 
Germany  All independent variables 
are significant except 
occupation and locality 
 
Men> Women  15-24 >40-54   less15 <20+ and still in edu; 
16-20 <20+ and still in edu  
-  OT > than RZ  
Greece  All independent variables 
are significant 
 
Men> Women  15-24 < all the other groups   20+ >all the other categories  NW < SE & EM   RZ < ME and OT 
 Ireland  All independent variables 
are significant except 
occupation and locality 
 
Men> Women  -  less 15 <16-20 and 20+; 
16-20 > still in edu  
- - 
Italy  All independent variables 
are significant 
 
Men> Women  15-24 >25-39   less 15 <all the other categories  -  ME > OT and RZ  
Luxembourg  All independent variables 
are significant except 
locality 
 
Men> Women  15-24 < 55+   20+ > all the other categories; 
less 15 <16-20  
MW< all the other 
categories; NW< EM  
- 
The Netherlands  All independent variables 
are significant except 
locality 
 
Men> Women  -  less 15 < 20+;  
16-20 <20+  
- - 
Portugal  All independent variables 
are significant 
 
Men> Women  15-24 > 40-54 and 55+; 
25-39 > 40-54 and 55+ 
less 15 <all the other categories  EM > MW and NW   RZ < ME and OT  
Spain  All independent variables 
are significant except 
locality 
 
Men>  Women  15-24>all the other 
categories  
less 15 < 20+ and still in edu; 
16-20 <20+ and still in edu 
EM > NW and MW   - 
   22
 
Table 5. Since using the euro, do you personally feel a little more European than before,…? χ
2  and ANOVA tests for euro-area countries 
Country            χ
2 
  ANOVA overall 
  Sex  Age  Education  Occupation *  Locality ** 
Austria  All independent variables 
are significant  
Men> Women  15-24 > other categories   Still  in  education>  other 
categories 
MW < NW    - 
Belgium  Education and locality are 
significant 
- - 20+ > other categories  
 
-  ME > RZ  
Finland  Education and locality are 
significant 
-  -  20+ > other categories   -  ME >  RZ  
France  Sex, education and locality 
are significant 
Men> Women  -  20+ > less than 15 and 16/20  -  RZ <ME  
Germany  Sex and education are 
significant 
Men> Women  -  20+ > less than 15 and 16/20   -  ME> other categories  
Greece  Sex and education are 
significant 
Men> Women  -  20+ > 16/20 at 0.05 -  - 
 Ireland  Sex, education and locality 
are significant 
Men>  Women  -  less 15< 20+ and still in 
education   
- - 
Italy  All independent variables 
are significant except age 
 
Men> Women  -  20+ > other categories  -  ME >  RZ  
Luxembourg  Education is significant  -  -  Still in education > less than 15 
and 16/20; 20+ >less than 15 
and 16/20 
- - 
The Netherlands  Education, occupation and 
locality are significant 
-  -  20+ > less than 15 and 16/20  -  ME > RZ  
Portugal  Sex, education and locality 
are significant 
-  -  20+ > less than 15 and 16/20  -  RZ < ME   
Spain  Age, education and 
occupation are significant 





2 and ANOVA; significance level fixed at 0.05. ANOVA: If the F-test is significant, the mean of the dependent variable differs among the groups of the 
independent variables. The ANOVA test only reports significant results.  
* EM= employed, SE= self-employed, MW= manual worker, and NW= not working. 
** ME= metropolitan areas, OT= other towns and RZ= rural zones.   23
 








(base category  +55 years) 
Education 
(base category +20 years) 
Occupation 
(base category not working) 
Locality 
(base category rural 
zone) 













































































































































































































































































Comment: Coefficients refer to the comparison advantageous relative to disadvantageous. 
* Significance level at 0.05. 
** This coefficient is significant for the Wald test but it is not significant for the likelihood ratio test. As Agresti (1998) state, the LRT is more reliable than the Wald 
test. The Wald test and the Likelihood Ratio test are tests involving the likelihood function.  
Standard errors reported in parenthesis. 
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Table 7. Multinomial logistic regression about the euro perception- disadvantageous coefficients relative advantageous overall as reference category 
 





(base category  +55 years) 
Education 
(base category +20 years) 
Occupation 
(base category not working) 
Locality 
(base category rural 
zone) 






























































































Comment: Coefficients refer to the comparison disadvantageous relative to advantageous. 
* Significance level at 0.05. 
** This coefficient is significant for the Wald test but it was not significant for the Likelihood Ratio Test (LRT). The LRT is more reliable than the Wald test according 
Agresti (1998). The Wald test and the Likelihood Ratio test are tests involving the likelihood function estimation. 
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Table 8. Multinomial logistic regression concerning your feeling of being European has not changed? with feel a little more European as reference category 





(base category +55 years) 
Education 
(base category +20 years) 
Occupation 
(base category not working) 
Locality 
(base category rural 
zone) 
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Table 9. Multinomial logistic regression about European identity - feel a little more European coefficients relative to nothing has changed as reference category 





(base category +55 years) 
Education 
(base category +20 years) 
Occupation 
(base category  not working) 
Locality 
(base category  rural 
zone) 


































Comment: Coefficients refer to the comparison nothing has changed relative to feel a little more European in Table 7 and little more European relative to nothing has 
changed in Table 8. 
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Table 10. Multinomial logistic regression for the perception of the euro as advantageous with disadvantageous 
overall as reference category (euro area) 
 
Independent variables  Coefficients  S.E. 
Country dummies     
Austria  1.005* 0.121 
Belgium  0.959* 0.128 
Greece  -0.377* 0.113 
Finland  1.158* 0.123 
France  0.419* 0.111 
Ireland  1.240* 0.129 
Italy  -0.078 0.114 
Luxembourg  1.256* 0.126 
Netherlands  -0.361* 0.114 
Portugal  0.306* 0.121 
Spain  0.732* 0.115 
Germany  Base category   
    
Sex    
Male  0.647* 0.072 
Female  Base category   
    
Age    
15-24y  0.132 0.175 
25-39y  -0.330* 0.112 
40-54y  -0.317* 0.102 
+55y  Base category   
    
Education (end of)     
Still in education  -0.232 0.200 
Less than 15y  -1.205* 0.113 
16-20y  -0.722* 0.086 
+20y  Base category   
    
Occupation    
Self-employed  0.101 0.128 
Employed    0.306*  0.097 
Manual worker  -0.312* 0.154 
Not working  Base category   
    
Locality    
Metropolitan  0.229* 0.099 
Town  0.154* 0.077 
Rural zone  Base category   
    
Number of observations   11252   
Log likelihood   -11469.944   
Pseudo R
2 0.0670   
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Table 11. Multinomial logistic regression about the European identity. Little more European coefficients relative to 
nothing has changed as reference category (euro area) 
 
Independent variables  Coefficients  S.E. 
Country dummies     
Austria  0.182 0.159 
Belgium  0.207 0.151 
Greece  0.048 0.145 
Finland  0.104 0.141 
France  0.467* 0.137 
Ireland  2.634* 0.139 
Italy  1.176* 0.136 
Luxembourg  0.499* 0.137 
Netherlands  -0.159 0.147 
Portugal  0.591* 0.145 
Spain  0.381* 0.141 
Germany  Base category   
    
Sex    
Male  0.449* 0.081 
Female  Base category   
    
Age    
15-24y  -0.426* 0.213 
25-39y  -0.433* 0.126 
40-54y  -0.192* 0.113 
+55y  Base category   
    
Education (end of)     
Still in education  -0.026 0.233 
Less than 15y  -0.906* 0.125 
16-20y  -0.552* 0.092 
+20y  Base category   
    
Occupation    
Self-employed  0.310* 0.140 
Employed  0.145 0.112 
Manual worker  -0.258 0.192 
Not working  Base category   
    
Locality    
Metropolitan  0.356* 0.111 
Town  0.179* 0.088 
Rural zone  Base category   
    
Number of observations  11252   
Log likelihood   -6551.535   
Pseudo R
2 0.0676   
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Table 12. Marginal effects of the pooled multinomial logistic regression for explaining attitudes towards the euro 
 
Independent variables  The euro is 
advantageous  
Neither one or the other, 
no change 
The euro is disadvantageous 
Country dummies       
Austria  0.155* 0.026  -0.192* 
Belgium  0.065* 0.053*  -0.211* 
Greece  -0.125* 0.039*  0.034 
Finland  0.112* 0.034*  -0.227* 
France  0.027 0.049  -0.118* 
Ireland  0.287* 0.029*  -0.199* 
Italy  -0.023 -0.041  0.011 
Luxembourg  0.132* -0.002*  -0.233* 
Netherlands  -0.141* 0.097*  0.013 
Portugal  -0.039 0.044*  -0.118* 
Spain  0.069* 0.104*  -0.175* 
Germany  Base category  Base category  Base category 
      
Sex      
Male  0.150* -0.004  -0.124* 
Female  Base category  Base category  Base category 
      
Age      
15-24y  0.043 0.021  -0.017 
25-39y  -0.046 -0.019  0.091* 
40-54y  -0.055* -0.010  0.077* 
+55y  Base category  Base category  Base category 
      
Education (end of)       
Still in education  -0.034 -0.044  0.062 
Less than 15y  -0.264* 0.001*  0.236* 
16-20y  -0.164* 0.003  0.142* 
+20y  Base category  Base category  Base category 
      
Occupation      
Self-employed  0.017 0.0257  -0.024 
Employed  0.061* 0.009  -0.065* 
Manual worker  -0.084* 0.034  0.049 
Not working  Base category  Base category  Base category 
      
Locality      
Metropolitan  0.045* 0.017  -0.049* 
Town  0.038* 0.005*  -0.028 
Rural zone  Base category  Base category  Base category 
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Table 13.  Marginal effects of the pooled multinomial logistic regression for explaining the feeling of being 
European 
 
Independent variables  A little more European  Nothing has changed  A little less European 
Country  dummies     
Austria  0.023 -0.044 0.007 
Belgium  0.031 -0.035  -0.007* 
Greece  0.001 -0.032  0.025* 
Finland  0.014 -0.024 0.001 
France  0.072* -0.083*  0.007 
Ireland  0.514* -0.578* 0.060* 
Italy  0.208* -0.215*  0.001 
Luxembourg  0.084* -0.086* -0.0005 
Netherlands  -0.0277 -0.006  0.012 
Portugal  0.094* -0.121* -0.0006 
Spain  0.059* -0.063* -0.0008 
Germany  Base category  Base category  Base category 
     
Sex     
Male  0.065* -0.069*  0.005 
Female  Base category  Base category  Base category 
     
Age     
15-24y  -0.054* 0.072* -0.013* 
25-39y  -0.058* 0.061*  0.001 
40-54y  -0.027 0.028 0.002 
+55y  Base category  Base category  Base category 
     
Education (end of)       
Still in education  -0.006 -0.007 0.016 
Less than 15y  -0.114* 0.087* 0.019* 
16-20y  -0.0804* 0.069*  0.008 
+20y  Base category  Base category  Base category 
     
Occupation     
Self-employed  0.051 -0.042 -0.004 
Employed  0.022* -0.019 -0.004 
Manual worker  -0.035 0.038 -0.005 
Not working  Base category  Base category  Base category 
     
Locality     
Metropolitan  0.055* -0.056*  0.003 
Town  0.026* -0.026*  0.004 
Rural zone  Base category  Base category  Base category 
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less costly and 
easier to travel 
Easier to 
compare prices 
Reinforce the place 





characteristics  45.9 % 
1) 30.2  % 
1) 27.2  % 
1) 11.2  % 
1) 
        
Sex        
Male  1422 986  959  440 
Female  1237 763  617  209 
        
Age        
15-24y  555 325  274  121 
25-39y  589 392  453  156 
40-54y  681 521  457  179 
+55y  824 509  391  191 
        
Education (end of)         
Still in education  398 247  232  101 
Less than 15y  337 217  159  73 
16-20y  943 617  504  213 
+20y  906 620  648  238 
        
Occupation       
Self-employed  242 179  192  72 
Employed  930 652  593  277 
Manual worker  152 93  87  26 
Not working  1313 813  700  272 
        
Locality        
Metropolitan  647 371  381  136 
Town  1049 665  658  265 
Rural zone  960 665  536  246 
        
 
Comment: The table is based on 5 794 individuals who answered advantageous overall to question 14 (see Table 
1). 
1) Percentage of 5 794 individuals that replied as advantage Travel abroad less costly and easier, easier to 
compare prices, reinforces the place of the Europe in the world and more stable prices. 
For the socio-demographic breakdown, we report the number of respondents who replied yes to travel abroad less 
costly and easier, easier to compare prices, reinforces the place of Europe in the world and more stable prices as 
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Table 15.  The three main disadvantages of the euro. A socio-demographic breakdown  
 
  Prices increase  Complicates everyday 
life 
More unemployment and 
less growth 
Background  
characteristics  81.4 % 
1) 18.5  % 
1) 7  % 
1) 
      
Sex      
Male  1389 276  111 
Female  2298 562  207 
      
Age      
15-24y  464 76  31 
25-39y  835 180  64 
40-54y  1151 259  104 
+55y  1218 319  113 
      
Education (end of)       
Still in education  318 51  21 
Less than 15y  939 259  91 
16-20y  1584 337  131 
+20y  682 135  57 
      
Occupation      
Self-employed  299 70  29 
Employed  994 186  79 
Manual worker  313 37  29 
Not working  2059 538  175 
      
Locality      
Metropolitan  629 144  52 
Town  1362 315  118 
Rural zone  1662 378  147 
      
 
Comment: The table is based on 4 529 individuals who answered disadvantageous overall to question 14 (see 
Table 1).  
1) Percentage of 4 529 individuals that replied as a disadvantage prices increase, complicates everyday life and 
more unemployment and less growth. 
For the socio-demographic breakdown we report the number of respondents who replied yes to prices increase, 
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EU12 IE FI LU AT BE ES FR DE PT IT NL EL
advantageous overall disadvantageous overall Neither one or the other, no change DK/NA
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EU12 IE IT LU PT FR ES BE FI AT EL DE NL
A little more European  A little less European  Nothing has changed DK/NA
 
Source: Flash Eurobarometer 193, European Commission (2006).   35
Appendix A 
 
Table A1. In your opinion, is the adoption of the euro advantageous overall …? Percentage of 
advantageous overall replies according to sex and age among the euro-area member states (MS) 
  
MS  Sex Age 
 
Male Female  15-24y  25-39y  40-54y +55y 
BE 
66 51.3 67  71  54 51.4 
DE 
54.6 37.9 58.7 43.7 39.6 47.8 
ES 
63.6  46  77  57.4 55.4 40.5 
FR 
56.8 45.7 67.9 59.7 50.9 37.7 
IE 
79.2 71.4 70.2 77.2 78.2 77.4 
LU 
69.8  58  57.7 63.3 64.4 66.8 
AT 
72.1  53.1  71.7 62 61.7  58.4 
PT 
50.5  35.6  58.9 54 37.5  31.2 
FI 
69.8 59.9 72.4 75.4  68  53.1 
 
Table A2. In your opinion, is the adoption of the euro advantageous overall …? Percentage of the 
advantageous overall replies according to education, occupation and locality among the euro-area 
member states (MS) 
 
MS  Education Occupation  Locality 
  Less 
15y 
16-
















40.7 47.8  71.2  75.9  66.7  66.6  50.5  53.8  66.1  57.1 57.5 
DE 
32 42.7  56  62  44.8  47.6  34.8  47.3  48.9  51.4  42.1 
ES 
38.5 51.8  65.3  79.1  56.1  64.3  40.2  49.3  56.2  56.6 51.1 
FR 
26.2 42.9  68.9  79.4  50.7  58.2  41.7  43.4  60.3  53.5 44.4 
IE 
55.2 81.1  77.4  71.2  81.3  79.6  68.4  73.1  75.9  75.6  75 
LU 
43 61.3  77.1  61.1  70.7  72.3  46.9  60.8  68.8  60.3  64.6 
AT 
45.8 60.4  73.1  80.2  67.3  67.2  44  61.2  64.9  62  61 
PT 
31 45.5  56  58.6  43.6  50.3  31.6  39.4  50.3  47.1 34 
FI 
38.5 57.2  74.9  78.9  83.7  71  67.1  55.7  73  63.4 57.5 
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Table A3. In your opinion, is the adoption of the euro … disadvantageous overall …? Percentage of the 
disadvantageous overall replies according to sex and age in Greece, Italy and the Netherlands 
 
MS  Sex Age 
  Male Female  15-24y  25-39y  40-54y 55+y 
Greece 
36.8 55.6 64.5 44.8 42.6 41.6 
Italy 
37.7 57.9 39.7 55.7 48.8 47.6 
The 
Netherlands 








Table A4. In your opinion, is the adoption of the euro … disadvantageous overall …? Percentage of 
disadvantageous overall replies according to education, occupation and locality in Greece, Italy and the 
Netherlands 
 
MS  Education (end of)  Occupation  Locality 



















53 49.1  32.1  59.5  38.8  38.5  50.3  51.7  38.8  45.7  53.4 
IT 
59  48.6  34.4  38.3 38.3 39.5  56.5  51.4 35.3 50  51.6 
NL 
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Table A5. Since using the euro… would you say that your feeling of being European has not changed? 
Percentage of the not changed replies according to sex and age in euro-area member states (MS) 
  
MS  Sex Age 
 
Male Female  15-24y  25-39y  40-54y +55y 
BE 
79.4 83.2 83.5 84.1 81.1  79 
DE 
80.8 88.8 83.8 85.7 85.6 84.4 
EL 
74.7  85.4  82.3 84 79.4  76.6 
ES 
73.2  86  78.5 80.8 77.2 81.3 
FR 
74.3 80.5 87.2 79.2 75.2 74.6 
IT 
63.2 71.8 69.2 69.3 68.4 65.1 
LU 
75.5 79.6  79  78.4 78.8 75.2 
NL 
82.4 84.2 89.6 87.2 81.1 79.9 
AT 
77.2 84.9 71.6 84.1 86.5 79.8 
PT 
72.8 79 76.9 76 74.5  76.3 
FI 
80.2 81.3 88.8 78.9 76.5 82.6 
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Table A6. Since using the euro…would you say that your feeling of being European has not changed? 
Percentage of the not changed replies according to education, occupation and locality in euro-area 
member states (MS) 
 
MS  Education Occupation  Locality 



















92.2 85  72.2  87.4  81  79.3  88.4  81.5  73.7  80.7  85.1 
DE 
88.2 87.5  78.5  84  78.2  84.8  91.5  84.6  76.1  90.3 85.6 
EL 
79.3 82.1  76.6  85.7  75.1  79.1  92  81.8  81  78.8 83.7 
ES 
86 80.5  76.9  70.6  74.8  79.1  68.3  82.5  83.6  77.5  80.1 
FR 
85.8 82.3  69.3  75.2  73.9  76.1  85.2  78  70.8  75.3 83.2 
IT 
72.1 66.4  58.7  68.7  61  59.6  75.1  70.2  64.5  63.5 72.8 
LU 
80.9 81.4  73.4  71.8  71.6  78.1  80.1  78.5  79.6  77.8 76.6 
NL 
83.3 86.7  78.1  89.4  74.4  82.8  92.9  84.2  73.1  83.3 86.1 
AT 
84.6 84.6 77  65.7  79.9  83.5  87.7  78.8  83.6  74.9 82.6 
PT 
77.4 78.6  69.5  77.9  71.2  77.7  71.5  76.6  80.1  77.6 71.4 
FI 
90 86.1  73  87.1  77.8  78.4  85.4  82.9  73  83.6 85 
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Table A7. Since using the euro, do you personally feel a little more European than before…? Percentage 
of little more European replies in Ireland  
 
 





Female  59.7 
Age   
15-24 years 68 
25-39 years 64.3 
40-54 years 69.4 
+55 years 54.2 
Education (end of)   
Still in 43.7 
Less than 15 62 
16-20 years 67 
+20 years 71.1 
Occupation   
Not working 66.8 
Manual worker 65.2 
Self employed 55.5 
Employed 60 
Locality   
Metropolitan area  60.3 
Other town 68.9 
Rural zone 63.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 